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A defendant's presence, residence, or domicile in the forum state will generally provide a 
basis for personal jurisdiction. 


For due process purposes, the paradigm forum for the exercise of general personal jurisdiction 
over an individual is the individual's domicile, and, for a corporation, it is an equivalent place, 


one in which the corporation is fairly regarded as at home.! Thus, a defendant's presence in the 
state usually provides a basis for personal jurisdiction? provided the defendant is personally served 
with process in the state.^ Presence for this purpose generally includes the defendant's residence," 
domicile,” or citizenship in the state,° which are sufficient even when the defendant is absent from 


the state.’ Without consent,® or one of these bases for personal jurisdiction, due process requires 
that the defendant have certain minimum contacts with the forum state and that the maintenance 


of the action not offend traditional notions of fair play and substantial justice.” 
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For the purposes of personal jurisdiction, domicile is not necessarily synonymous with residence, 


and one can reside in one place but be domiciled in another." Domicile is established by physical 
presence in a place in connection with a certain state of mind concerning one's intent to remain 


there, such that a person can have multiple residences but can have only one domicile. n 


CUMULATIVE SUPPLEMENT 
Cases: 


The paradigm forums in which a corporate defendant is at home are the corporation's place of 
incorporation and its principal place of business, but the exercise of general jurisdiction is not 
limited to these forums; in an exceptional case, a corporate defendant's operations in another forum 
may be so substantial and of such a nature as to render the corporation at home in that State. BNSF 
Ry. Co. v. Tyrrell, 137 S. Ct. 1549 (2017). 


Chinese citizen did not intend to make New York his permanent home, and thus was not subject 
to personal jurisdiction on the basis of domicile at time fraud action was commenced, absent 
evidence of his intent to make New York cooperative apartment owned by him his fixed and 
permanent home, although his wife and daughter resided in apartment, and although employment- 
based immigrant visa was filed on his behalf, chinese citizen resided in Shanghai, China, had not 
visited New York in several years, and action commenced four months after his departure from 
United States. McKinney's CPLR 301, 3211. Chen v. Guo Liang Lu, 144 A.D.3d 735, 41 N.Y.S.3d 
517 (2d Dep't 2016). 


In determining whether litigation in the forum state offends traditional notions of fair play and 
substantial justice, courts look to the so-called Gestalt factors to determine whether the exercise 
of personal jurisdiction is reasonable; these factors include the burden on the defendant, the forum 
state's interest in adjudicating the dispute, the plaintiffs interest in obtaining the most effective 
resolution of the controversy, and the shared interest of the several states in furthering fundamental 
substantive social policies. St. Onge v. USAA Federal Savings Bank, 219 A.3d 1278 (R.I. 2019). 


[END OF SUPPLEMENT] 
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